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REMARKS 

Applicant has reviewed the OfScc Action mailed on September 1, 2005 as well as the art 
cited. Claims 1-10 and 20 arc pending in this application. 

Rejections Under 35 a&a S 103 

Claims 1-10 and 20 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

lyoda ct al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,515,818). Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Claim 1 leads as follows: 

1. (Original) A method comprising: 

illmninaling a fu]I width of a scan line and performing a first scan; 
illuminating a partial section of the scan line and performing a second 

scan. 

Claim 1 calls, in part, for illuminating a partial section of tlie scan line for a second scan* 
The Examiner admits tliat lyoda does not explicitly disclose illumination of the pardal section of 
the scan area. The Examiner concludes that it would have been obvious to illuminate only a 
portion of the image because lyoda has an image adjuster that adjusts the brightness and this 
change would have prevented wasting power. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

It would not have been obvious to modify lyoda as suggested by the Examincn First, 
lyoda already discusses performing a partial scan of a document without limiting the area of 
illumination. See, e.g.. Figs. 6 and 7. So, it is not necessary to change the illumination to 
achieve a partial scan* Further, there is nothing to indicate that lyoda was concerned with power 
consumed by the illumination device. Absent Applicant's disclosure, one of ordinary skill in the 
art would not have been motivated to use Iyoda*s image adjuster (31a) to turn on only a portion 
of the illumination device during a second scan. lyoda was concerned with miniaturization not 
power consumption. The idea lo control illumination intensity based on position of the original 
is very different from illuminating a pardal section on a second scan to save power. Thus, the 
rejection has the classic signs of hindsight reconstruction because the Examiner relies on the 
applicant's stated advantage to supply the suggestion to modify the reference. The Examiner 
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gives no citation to any authority and provides no connection between the suggestion and the 
cited art Withdrawal of tlie rejection is respecifully requested. 

Claim 2-5 depend Irom claim 1 and arc allowable at least for the reasons identified above 
with respect to claim 1 . 

Claim 6 reads as follows: 

6. (Original) A method comprising: 

determining a required scan width, v;4iere the required scan width is less 
than a maximum scan widtli; 

performing a scan where at least the required scan width, but less than the 
maximum scan width, is illtmiinated. 

In claim 6, a scan is also performed wherein less than a maximum scan width is 
illuminated. As discussed above with respect to claim 1, there is nothing in lyoda that vvould 
justify modifying lyoda to include this limitation. Therefore, the rejection is improper. 
Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 7-10 depend from claim 6 and arc allowable at least for the reasons identified 
above with respect to claim 6. 

Claim 20 reads as follows: 

20. (Original) A scanner, comprising: 

a means for determining a required scan vndih that is less than a maximum 
scan width; 

a means for illuminating only the required scan width during a scan. 
Claim 20 calls for illuminating only the required scan width during a scan. There is 
nothing in lyoda that teaches or suggests illirniinating only the required scan width during a scan. 
Therefore, claim 20 is also allowable. Withdrawal of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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Applicant respectfiilly submits that ddms 1-10 and 20 are in conditioa for allowance and 
notification to that effect is earnestly requested. If necessaiy, please charge any additional fees or 
credit overpayments to Deposit Account No. S02432. 

If the Examiner has any questions or concerns regarding this application, please contact 
the undersigned at 612-455-1680. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted. 
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